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DETAILED ACTION 

Election/Restrictions 

1 . Applicant's election of Species (a) in Paper No. 26 received by the Office on 
6/17/2002 is acknowledged. Because applicant did not distinctly and specifically point . 
out the supposed errors in the restriction requirement, the election has been treated as 
aaelection without traverse (MPEP § 818.03(a)). 

As a result of applicant's election, claims 1-5, 7-9, 11 and 13-15 are examined in 
this Office action, and claim 12 has been withdrawn from further consideration as 
being directed to non-elected species. 

Oath/Declaration 

2. The objection to the verified Statement Claiming Small entity Status as set forth 
in the previous Office actions (Paper Nos. 1 3 and 1 7) is repeated. It is noted that in the 
Amendment (Paper No. 24) at page 3, while applicant has stated that a new verified 
Statement Claiming Small entity Status will be filed at a later date; however, the Office 
has not received such a new statement at the time the application is reexamined. 

Drawings 

3. The objections to the drawings as set forth in the previous Office action (Paper 
No. 2, page 2, elements 2 and 4) are repeated. It is noted that in the Amendment at 
page 3, while applicant has stated that a new drawings will be filed at a later date; 
however, the Office has not received such a new drawings at the time the application is 
reexamined. 
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Specification 

4. The disclosure is objected to because of the following informalities: a) Page 3: 
lines 21-22, the description thereof "This surface includes optical lenses, wide FOV 
lenses, binoculars, telescopes, gun sights and night vision goggles" is unclear. It is 
unclear what surface of binoculars (or telescopes or gun sights or goggles" applicant 
implies here? In other words, the description "This surface includes binoculars" is 
unclear; b) Page 4, lines 16-17, what is the differences between the brief descriptions of 
figures 4 and 5? c) Page 4: lines 23-24, what is the difference between the brief 
descriptions of figures 12 and 13? d) Page 4: lines 25-26, what is the difference 
between the brief descriptions of figures 14 and 15? Appropriate correction is required. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

5. The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall contain a written description of the invention, and of the manner and process of 
making and using it, in such full, clear, concise, and exact terms as to enable any person skilled in the 
art to which it pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and use the same and shall 
set forth the best mode contemplated by the inventor of carrying out his invention. 

6. Claims 13 and 14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph, as 
containing subject matter which was not described in the specification in such a way as 
to reasonably convey to one skilled in the relevant art that the inventor(s), at the time 
the application was filed, had possession of the claimed invention. 

a) Claim 13 is rejected under 35 USC 112, first paragraph because the 
disclosure, as originally filed, does not provide support for the feature that the wide 
angle field of view of the optical lens is at least 40 degrees as recited in the newly- 
added claim 13. 
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b) Claim 14 is rejected under 35 (JSC 112, first paragraph because the 
disclosure, as originally filed, does not provide support for the feature that the vane 
means produce tubes with a length-to-width ratio greater than the length-to-width ratio 
of the FOV as recited in the newly-added claim 14. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

7. The text of those sections of Title 35, U.S. Code not included in this action can 
be found in a prior Office action. 

8. Claims 8-9 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Jones (U.S. Patent No. 4,929,055, of record). 

Jones discloses an apparatus for use with an optical device having a light 
reflecting surface such as a binocular device, a telescope, a periscope, a rifle scope, a 
night vision device or the like (see column 1). The apparatus comprises a set of 
concentric circular vanes positioned in front of a reflecting surface of a lens element 
located in the optical device for the purpose of reducing the reflection of light incident on 
the lens reflecting surface of the optical device (see column 2, for example). Each of the 
circular vanes has a first end disposed near the lens reflecting surface, and a second 
end disposed away from the first end. It is also noted that a combination of concentric 
circular vanes and radial vanes is disclosed by Jones as can be seen at column 5 and 
shown in fig. 9. While Jones does not clearly state the apparatus is mounted on a field 
goggle; however, such a feature is inherent from the Jones' teaching because at column 
1 he states that the apparatus can be used by a person of a battlefield troop in a night 
time in the form of a night vision device. See Jones, columns 1 and 3-4 and figs. 1 and 
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8-9, for example. Jones also teaches that his optical apparatus has a length-to-width 
ratio which is equal to or different from the length-to-width ratio of the field of view (see 
columns 2, 3-4, claims 1 and 13, for example). In the embodiment provided at column 5, 
Jones has suggested that the vanes are arranged in a non-parallel manner and in 
inclined angles different from 90 degrees with respect to the lens reflecting surface of 
the optical device. While in the embodiment provided at column 5, John discloses the 
use of the inclined vanes in front of device having non-magnification feature such as a 
mirror or windshield; however, the inclined vanes are also used in front of other optical 
device having magnification as stated by John in column 6, lines 9-15 thereof 
"Structures in accordance with the inventions can be. ..the like." See also column 1. 
Thus, it would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time the invention was 
made to utilize the non-parallel vanes disclosed in the embodiment stated in column 5 
for optical device having optical lens of magnification such as binoculars, telescope or 
goggles as suggested by the same inventor stated in columns 1 and 6 for the purpose 
of reducing reflections of light incident on a lens surface located behind the mentioned 
vanes in a binocular or telescope or goggles while still maintaining a wide field of view 
for the user of such device. 

9. Claims 1-5, 7, 11 and 15 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Jones (U.S. Patent No. 4,929,055) in view of Softly (U.S. Patent No. 
4,365,866) (both of record). 

Jones discloses an apparatus for use with an optical device having a light 
reflecting surface such as a binocular device, a telescope, a periscope, a rifle scope, a 
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night vision device or the like (see column 1 ). The apparatus comprises a set of 
concentric circular vanes disposed in front of a lens surface of an optical device for the 
purpose of reducing the reflection of light incident on the lens reflecting surface of the 
optical device while still maintaining a substantially field of view (see column 2, for 
example). Each of the circular vanes has a first end disposed near the lens reflecting 
surface, and a second end disposed away from the first end. It is also noted that a 
combination of concentric circular vanes and radial vanes is disclosed by Jones as can 
be seen at column 5 and shown in fig. 9. While Jones does not clearly state the 
apparatus is mounted on a field goggle; however, such a feature is inherent from the 
Jones' teaching because at column 1 he states that the apparatus can be used by a 
person of a battlefield troop in a night time in the form of a night vision device. See 
Jones, columns 1 and 3-4 and figs. 1 and 8-9, for example. Jones also teaches that his 
optical apparatus has a length-to-width ratio which is equal to or different from the 
length-to-width ratio of the field of view (see columns 2, 3-4, claims 1 and 13, for 
example). In the embodiment provided at column 5, Jones has suggested that the 
vanes are arranged in a non-parallel manner and in inclined angles different from 90 
degrees with respect to the lens reflecting surface of the optical device. As a result of 
such an arrangement, the distance between two adjacent first ends of the vanes is 
different from the distance defined between two adjacent second ends of the vanes. 
While in the embodiment provided at column 5, John discloses the use of the inclined 
vanes in front of device having non-magnification feature such as a mirror or windshield; 
however, the inclined vanes are also used in front of other optical device having 
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magnification as stated by John in column 6, lines 9-15 thereof "Structures in 
accordance with the inventions can be... the like." See also column 1 . 

Thus, the structure concerning the vanes disposed in front of a lens surface 
having a curved shape for reduction light reflections incident on the lens surface as 
provided by Jones meets almost all features recited in the present claims. The only 
feature missing from the Jones reference is that he does not clearly teach that the first 
ends of the concentric circular vanes are spaced further apart from each other at a 
different distance than the second ends of the concentric circular vanes are spaced 
apart from each other. However, such an arrangement of the vanes as claimed is 
merely that of a preferred embodiment and no criticality has been disclosed. The 
support for this conclusion is found in the present specification in which it suggests a 
variation of arrangements of the vanes. In one variation of arrangement of the vanes, 
the distance between two adjacent first ends is smaller than the distance between two 
adjacent second ends. See specification at pages 5-6 and figs. 6-7 and 10-11, for 
example. 

Further, it is noted that the use of an array of vanes disposed in front of a lens 
surface having a curved shape for the purpose of reduction light reflections incident on 
the lens surface wherein the distance between two adjacent first ends near the lens 
surface of a vane is larger than the distance between two adjacent second ends farther 
from the lens surface of the vane for the purpose of reduction the light reflection incident 
on the lens surface is suggested to one skilled in the art as can be seen in the system 
provided by Softy. In particular, Softy discloses the use of an array of vanes (21) in front 
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of a curved screen (11) and teaches that the vanes are arranged in a manner that the 
first ends near the curved screen of the vanes is spaced further apart from each other at 
a different distance than the second ends disposed farther from the curved screen of 
the vanes are spaced apart from each other. See columns 2-3 and figs. 2-4, in 
particular, at column 2, lines 52-57 which states: "In a television studio most of the 
ambient light falls towards the monitor screen from an upward direction rather from the 
side, and so the horizontally extending slats 21 are suitably positioned to intercept this 
light which would otherwise be reflected from the screen and impair the quality of the 
image." 

Thus, it would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time the 
invention was made to modify the apparatus having vanes disposed in front of a lens 
reflecting surface of an optical device as provided by Jones (column 5, lines 10-34) by 
rearranging the orientation of the vanes so that the distance between two adjacent first 
ends of the vanes is different from the distance defined between two adjacent second 
ends of the vanes as suggested by Softy for the purpose of reducing the light reflection 
while still maintaining the wide field of view of the optical device. 

Response to Arguments 
10. Applicant's arguments filed on 12/14/2001 have been fully considered but they 
are not persuasive. 

In response to applicant's arguments against the references individually, one 
cannot show nonobviousness by attacking references individually where the rejections 
are based on combinations of references. See In re Keller, 642 F.2d 41 3, 208 
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USPQ 871 (CCPA 1981); In re Merck & Co., 800 F.2d 1091, 231 USPQ 375 (Fed. Cir. 
1986). The present claims are rejected by a combination of the teachings provided by 
Jones and Softy wherein the art of John contains almost features recited in the present 
claim except the orientation of the vanes, and the art of Softly discloses the use of a 
plurality of slats located in front of an optical lens having a curved lens surface which 
slabs are adjustable in their orientation for the purpose of reducing the light reflection. 
One skilled in the art will modify the orientation of the vanes in the system of Jones by 
the suggestion provided by Softly because 1 ) Jones discloses that the orientation of the 
vanes is changeable; and 2) Softly discloses that the slabs are oriented so that the first 
ends of the slabs near the lens surfaces are spaced further apart from each other at a 
different distance than the second ends of the slabs disposed farther from the curved 
lens surface are spaced apart from each other . 

In regard to applicant's arguments concerning the preferred embodiment has no 
bearing on patentability , the Examiner respectfully invited that the applicant to review 
the present specification and the rejection as set forth in the previous Office action. It is 
the examiner's opinion that the invention is directed to the arrangement/orientation of 
the vanes in an inclined manner or non-parallel manner. The difference in 
space/distance between two adjacent vanes in the first ends and that of the two 
mentioned vanes in the second ends is not important at all because the specification 
clearly discloses two embodiments in which one embodiment discloses that the space 
between two adjacent vanes at the first ends is larger than the space between the two 
mentioned vanes at the second ends, and the other embodiment discloses that the 
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space between two adjacent vanes at the first ends is smaller than the space between 
the two mentioned vanes at the second ends. 

In regard to applicant's arguments that there is not any motivation or reason for 
one skilled in the art to combine the teaching suggested by Softly, i.e., the orientation of 
the slabs, into the system provided by John, the Examiner respectfully disagrees with 
the applicant for the following reasons. 

First, the applicant is respectfully invited to review the art of John in column 5, 
lines 35+ in which John clearly teaches: "The tubular... used. In some applications, it 
may be desirable to arrange them so that they are at other than a 90 angle with respect 
to the reflective surface in question." . To support for the teaching, John disclosed one 
example in which the vanes are arranged/oriented in a non-parallel manner in which the 
angle defined between a particular vane and the lens surface is different from 90 
degrees as can be seen in the embodiment disclosed in column 5, lines 41 + and shown 
in fig. 10. 

Second, while John discloses just one example concerning the 
arrangement/orientation of the vanes in which the spaces between two adjacent vanes 
at the first ends is larger than the space between the two mentioned vanes at the 
second ends; however, there is not any reason stated by John for not 
arrangement/orientation of the vanes so that the space between two adjacent 
vanes at the first ends is smaller than the space between the two mentioned 
vanes at the second ends. Accordingly, it would appear that one skilled in the art 
would have recognized that the orientation of the vanes so that the space between two 
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adjacent vanes in the first ends is larger than the space between two adjacent vanes in 
the second ends and the orientation of the vanes so that the space between two 
adjacent vanes in the first ends is smaller than the space between two adjacent vanes 
in the second ends would have been equally obvious. 

Third, Softly discloses a system positioned in front of a curved optical reflecting 
surface and teaches the slabs formed the system be adjustable in their orientation for 
the purpose of controlling the disadvantage of the light reflection. While the observer is 
located in front of the lens and the system; however, the examiner has not suggested to 
tried to bodily incorporate the two structures into one. The feature of variable orientation 
of slabs disposed in front of a reflecting surface provided by Softly is the suggestion 
which one skilled in the art will utilize to modify/improve the system of Jones for the 
purpose of increasing the ability of reduction of light refection. Applicant should note that 
the test for obviousness is not whether the features of a secondary reference may be 
bodily incorporated into the structure of the primary reference; nor is it that the claimed 
invention must be expressly suggested in any one or all of the references. Rather, the 
test is what the combined teachings of the references would have suggested to those of 
ordinary skill in the art. See In re Keller, 642 F.2d 413, 208 USPQ 871 (CCPA 1981). 

In regard to applicant's arguments with respect to claims 8-9, the arguments 
have been considered but they are moot by the new ground of rejection as set forth in 
this Office action. 
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Conclusion 

1 1 . Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Thong Q. Nguyen whose telephone number is (703) 
308-4814. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Cassandra Spyrou can be reached on (703) 308-1687. The fax phone 
numbers for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned are (703) 
308-7722 for regular communications and (703) 308-7722 for After Final 
communications. 

Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application or 
proceeding should be directed to the receptionist who^je telephony number is 703 308 
0956. 




Thortb Q. Nguyen 
Primal Examiner 
Art Unit 2872 



August 28, 2002 



